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The Board 
NRCPD 
Mersey House 
Mandale Business Park 
Belmont 
Durham DH1 1TH 
 
20th August 2013 
 
To the NRCPD Board: 
 
Re: the National Register and concerns about its validity 
 
I am writing in the wake of the recent changes to the requirements for sign 
language interpreters to provide evidence of a current Enhanced CRB 
Disclosure and Professional Indemnity Insurance. 
 
This letter is not so much about the changes, although it is prompted by 
them. 
 
My concerns are much more about the validity of the register itself, its 
purpose, communication between the board and the profession, the 
constitution (and therefore validity) of the board, and the vision for the 
future registration of the profession.   
 
Lack of Consultation and Communication with the Profession 
As an ASLI member I have just had some feedback from one of our 
directors, David Wolfenden, about his meeting with Jim Edwards of 
Signature. I was slightly concerned  because I understood the NRCPD to be 
striving to be independent of Signature, but it was clear that David’s 
meeting was about the NRCPD. Having just read their discussion, I am now 
slightly more in the picture.  
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However, the fact remains that for non-ASLI members, and for ASLI 
members prior to today, plans to change the remit of the register seemed to 
come out of the blue. There was a little information given in the latest 
NRCPD newsletter, but there has been no information about what PSA is 
and what the implications are of the range of options that came out in the 
subsequent questionnaire devised by Cassiopeia Consultancy.  
 
I appreciate that Chris O’Leary from Cassiopeia Consultancy has 
knowledge of the regulation of professions, but he has no knowledge of 
sign language interpreting, the history of our profession, the traditional 
disparity of power relations between our Deaf clients and ourselves, the 
issues that we currently face in a society that does not value (either 
monetarily or structurally) the interpreting profession, and the 
disgruntlement amongst interpreters and clients with the register to date. The 
questionnaire that has been devised will not provide him with that 
information. 
 
There has never been any thorough-going consultation with the sign 
language interpreting profession (I can only speak as a member of this 
profession, not being a lipspeaker) to ascertain the wishes of the register 
members as to the purpose and remit of the register. 
 
Representation of the Profession on the Board 
The NRCPD has traditionally been seen as a not-very independent arm of 
Signature, with poor relations with the sign language interpreting profession 
and the Deaf community.  It is not seen as situated within the profession, 
which could be seen as an advantage, but neither is it seen as 
knowledgeable about the profession and the Deaf and hearing clients which 
the profession serves.  There are currently no interpreter members on the 
board: no sign language interpreters (Deaf and hearing), no spoken 
language interpreters. There is a strong sense of decisions being made 
about us without us. 
 
CPD 
Given two of the re-registration elements are now simply a matter of the 
interpreter promising that they have the Disclosure and the PII – not that 
they have a ‘clear’ Disclosure either -  the two remaining functions of the 
register are CPD and the Complaints system. 
 
I was delighted when the CPD element of the register was brought in and 
was assured that monitoring of people’s CPD would occur. Is that still going 
to happen, and if so when?  Also, can you assure me that the response of 
the NRCPD will not simply be – as a colleague was told by your staff when 
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they rang up to check what CPD would be accepted – “Oh, I’m sure that 
whatever you do will be fine.” 
 
Complaints 
The Complaints system is geared towards interpreters being required to do 
developmental work rather than being suspended from the register. It is 
currently seen as having little teeth, preferring development to suspension, 
and the developmental work not being monitored. Is there in fact any 
monitoring/re-assessment of an interpreter’s skills after they have completed 
the requisite development work?  This would support the robustness of the 
system and also give those interpreters who have been subject to the 
Complaints system some reassurance and recognition of their commitment to 
their own development. 
 
On a positive note, I am pleased to see that the NRCPD have responded to 
feedback about the inaccessibility of the website and the complaints system 
for Deaf people, and the website is now easier to navigate with more BSL 
translations provided. 
 
The Purpose of the Register and its Validity 
For me, the main aim of the NRCPD is to protect clients and assure them of 
the standard of interpreter which they are getting. Enhanced Disclosures, 
PII, robust CPD and a rigorous Complaints system would all feed into that. 
 
However, with regards Standards there is no protection for clients when 
there are interpreters who have the qualifications on paper, but are not 
sufficiently skilled in practice. It is nigh impossible for a client to bring a 
Complaint against us under the issue of Competence, unless they have 
filmed evidence, which is extremely rare. I personally would like to see us 
all undergo a brief skills assessment every 5 years to ensure that we are still 
safe to practise.  
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
I have raised several concerns and dissatisfactions about the nature of the 
register, the associated systems and the board itself throughout this letter. 
There are several specific questions that I have asked about the Complaints 
system and the CPD system. However, the main thrust of this letter is about 
how poorly the NRCPD communicates with the profession and informs itself 
about the profession’s concerns and aims with regards the register. 
 
I would like to request that rather than spending our registration money on 
consultancy about a very specific issue relating to the PSA, you spend it on 
consulting with us face-to-face about the future of the register. ASLI recently 
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ran a very successful day consulting with its members and that is a model 
that I would strongly recommend you follow. An independent facilitator with 
knowledge of the interpreting profession and the Deaf community could 
structure the day; there also needs to be input from the Deaf and hearing 
communities.  
 
While it is good to see that there are board members from the communities 
which we serve, I would also like the NRCPD to have board members from 
the sign language interpreting profession, both Deaf and hearing. 
 
I would like to stress that I passionately believe in the importance of having 
a register and would like to support a robust, informed register in any way I 
can.  I see these changes as an opportunity radically to revise the register, 
its systems and the board membership. 
 
I look forward to your response. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 
Elvire Roberts 
Registered Sign Language Interpreter 
A1 Assessor, V1 Verifier 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


